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The competitive workforce views training as an investment in human 

capital, which is seen as its most valuable asset. In order to meet labor demands 

of tomorrow, the workforce will depend on higher education to educate workers. 

This will put academic advisors and the training they receive further in the 

spotlight, as they play a meaningful role in student success. Training has been 

shown to increase occupational self-efficacy and impact employee performance, 

but empirical research is lacking from the advisor perspective to explore their 

perception of training and occupational self-efficacy. In a study of N = 108 of 

faculty and professional advisors, the most often cited type of training 

participants indicated was university-wide (n = 78). The relationship with the six 

items of the occupational self-efficacy scale were reliable (𝛼 = .93). 
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CHAPTER I:  INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

A vibrant workforce is contingent on an educated, skilled population. 

Employees’ skills and knowledge provide a competitive advantage (Drucker, 

1999). As the workforce evolves in the fourth Industrial Evolution, developing the 

skills for the future is more critical than ever (Ross, et al., 2018). The most 

illustrious organizations have led innovative human resources (HR) trends and 

best practices to stay abreast of the technology curve in the workplace. Among 

those trends are training and development. Many organizations recognize the 

benefits of training as a key strategy not only for profitability and adaptability but 

also for investing in organizations’ most critical asset: human capital (Elnaga & 

Imra, 2013). Indeed, with an aging population and technology automation, 

training has never been more critical for the workforce and higher education. 

These factors, along with globalization, have created competition in the 

workplace with an emphasis on training. 

However, while these major investments are being undertaken in various 

industries to train employees, higher education is also facing other challenges. 

Chief among them are escalating costs in tuition along with rising student debt, 

and nationally retention reflects mostly lackluster rates. According to the latest 

national retention data from 5,135 institutions, the four-year, full-time retention 

rate from Fall 2018 was 75.5% (NSC Research Center, 2019). The combination 

of a workforce requiring skilled, educated workers, and higher education 

institutions continuing to depend upon those who advise to help ensure student 
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success create a heightened necessity to retain students. Lynch and Lungrin 

(2018) stated the following: 

Perhaps more than ever, the responsibility of ensuring that students 

persist to graduation in a timely fashion has been placed on the colleges 

and universities in which they enroll. State legislatures have begun tying 

funds to student retention and graduation rates, and time-to-degree 

initiatives have become commonplace on campuses. (p. 69) 

Advising has been recognized as a pivotal role in student success, 

retention, and persistence through a sizable body of scholarly literature for 

decades (Habley, 1994; Klepfer & Hull, 2012; Kot, 2014; Kuh, 1997; McGillin, 

2000; Ross & Kena, 2012; Simpson, 2013; Swecker et al., 2013; Tinto, 1987), 

though standard practices for training are lacking for academic advisors. The 

instructional environment created in an advising appointment has never been 

considered in such a way that the self-efficacy of the advisor has been studied 

similarly to the students’ (Simpson, 2013), though utilizing academic advisors as 

a mechanism for attaining student retention has increased in recent years. This is 

likely due to the increased demand to retain students. 

Indeed, the advising role has little research to explore training experiences 

from the perspective of the advisor. Primarily, research on formal training for 

those who serve in the academic advising role on campuses has been limited or 

written from the student perspective on student satisfaction (Smith & Allen, 

2006), student perceptions of advising models (Bloom et al., 2008; Drake et al., 
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2013; Jordan, 2012), student perceptions of advising (Vasquez, 2017), or 

efficacy of the student (Han et al., 2017).  

Higher education and the workforce are urgently being called upon to 

collaborate. This study explores the degree of academic advisor preparedness 

via training and advisor’s occupational self-efficacy. Both have inevitable 

implications for student success and the workforce. Self-efficacy within higher 

education and advising has principally been researched from the viewpoint of the 

student. A lack of empirical research regarding advisor training, despite 

institutional efforts to promote effective advising as the foundation to increase 

student success.  

Statement of the Problem 

There is little doubt the workforce is changing at a rapid pace including 

higher education. Regardless of any forthcoming changes higher education must 

adapt as they are an essential partner in the growth and development of the 

workforce. Because the workforce has a need for educated workers with a 

developing set of skills (Parker & Rainie, 2020), they will depend on higher 

education to help fill that need (Lotkowski, et al., 2004). Therefore, higher 

education must work innovatively to retain students to meet that demand in 

generating future workers. This work will rely heavily on those who advise 

undergraduate students, as they have been cited as highly valued for their 

impactful force in helping students matriculate and persist toward graduation 

(McDonald, 2019).  
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Though research shows individuals who are more efficacious are more 

productive in the workforce, there are limited empirical studies regarding the 

advisor viewpoint. Despite institutional efforts, research has focused mainly on 

student retention issues from perspectives other than the advisor. Therefore, 

there exists a lack of information on the training of advisors and their 

occupational efficacy. 

History of Self-Efficacy 

Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory provides a background to 

surmise that efficacy can increase a person’s belief that they can overcome 

barriers they face. According to Bandura,  

Self-efficacy is something that can grow through four sources of 

information: enactive mastery experiences that serves as indicators of 

capability; vicarious experiences that alter efficacy beliefs through 

transmission of competencies and comparison with the attainments of 

others; verbal persuasion and allied types of social influences that one 

possesses certain capabilities; and physiological and affective states from 

which people partly judge their capableness, strength, and vulnerability to 

dysfunction. (p. 79) 

This theory asserts a basic assumption that “efficacy beliefs are the basis 

of the human agency which influences one’s motivation to engage in specific 

positive behaviors related to high performance” (Chaudhary, 2014, p. 47). The 

relationship between efficacy and training has been reinforced beyond training 

outcomes previously. As Saks (1995) suggested that training and self-efficacy 
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are related to the adjustment of newcomers. When looking at certain factors 

(e.g., post training self-efficacy, ability to cope, job performance, and intention to 

quit the profession), training was more beneficial for newcomers with low levels 

of initial self-efficacy. Thus, those findings indicated that training at the onset of a 

new role had a larger impact. 

Bandura’s theory is reinforced with research which confirmed self-efficacy 

can be related to training outcomes such as employee performance. It has been 

argued that the employees’ self-efficacy enhances their job performance (Younas 

et al., 2018, July) and that increased performance can even be due to 

experiencing less anxiety while at work (De Clercq et al., 2018). More recently, 

employee occupational efficacy was found to have a strong relationship (β = 

0.56) with job challenges (Tomas et al., 2019), further illustrating Bandura’s point 

that those with high efficacy can overcome challenges (Bandura, 2009). 

Purpose  

The existing scholarly research regarding efforts to train academic 

advisors is limited or narrowly written from the student perspective regarding the 

value of advising (Vasquez, 2017), student perceptions of college-readiness and 

supports or only from the faculty advisor perspective with emphasis on the 

perceived efficacy of the advisor or gained efficacy of the student. Notably, it 

seems less regard has been given to how academic advisors are trained, though 

there is a substantial amount of research which corroborates the connection 

between advising and retention or student success (e.g., Klepfer & Hull, 2012; 

Kot, 2014; Ross & Kena, 2012) spanning decades and even the relationship 



 

6 

 

between self-efficacy and student persistence and performance (Multon et al., 

1991). 

Friedman and Mandel (2009) concluded that advisors can encourage the 

student to increase their own self-belief to ultimately be successful in college. Yet 

importantly, they do not indicate how to encourage self-efficacy in the advisor. 

Nor do they mention training programs for advisors. Other research has touched 

on training for advisors, or mentioned efficacy, but has not combined the two 

strictly from the advisor’s perspective. In the current climate, with workforce 

demands and the competitive student market, the need for academic advisor 

training and efficacy research is essential. According to Strikwerda (2019), the 

failure of students to finish college is what is causing the United States to not be 

competitive globally and is a major challenge the nation faces. Therefore, training 

those who work with students could have a role in reducing student attrition by 

improving employee performance.  

The intent of this study was to investigate the availability, frequency, and 

type of training available to those who advise undergraduate students including 

faculty and professional staff who serve in this capacity. Moreover, because 

training can impact efficacy positively, occupational self-efficacy of those who 

advise, it is important to further research in this area. The purpose of the current 

quantitative study was to ascertain whether or not academic advisors perceive 

they are efficacious in their roles, whether they were exposed to formal training, 

and to infer any relationship between those factors at a doctoral-granting 

institution in the Southeastern region of the United States. 
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Research Questions 

This quantitative study explored the perceived frequency and type of 

training offered to those who advise undergraduate students. This study utilized 

the shortened Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale (Rigotti et al., 2008) to explore 

the level of occupational efficacy that advisors perceive they have in relation to 

their advising work. The following research questions were used to address this 

gap in the literature: 

RQ1: How strong is occupational self-efficacy reported by those who have 

responsibilities in advising undergraduates? 

RQ2: What is the nature of training received by those advising 

undergraduate students?  

RQ3: What is the frequency of training provided to those serving in 

undergraduate advisor capacities? 

RQ4: What is the relationship between the frequency of training received 

by those advising undergraduate students and their occupational self-

efficacy? 

General Methodology 

In late Spring 2020, through institutional listservs, those who advised a 

minimum of one undergraduate student were eligible and encouraged to 

complete the quantitative survey about advisor training and occupational efficacy. 

The survey utilized the shortened Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale (Rigotti et al., 

2008) instrument, as well as training questions (e.g., type or nature of training 

and frequency) and advisor demographic questions devised by the researcher. 
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The data analysis for this study included creating a profile of the participants by 

computing descriptive statistics and using Cronbach’s alpha to determine internal 

consistency and reliability for the shortened Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale. 

Furthermore, t-tests were employed to compare survey answers and better 

understand relationships between training and efficacy responses indicated by 

faculty and professional staff. 

Significance of the Study 

Though advisors help with student retention (McDonald, 2019), there is an 

absence of empirical research to define and describe the advisor perspective of 

their perceived occupational efficacy and training experiences. Because there is 

an amplified need for educated workers and college graduates in the workforce 

(Mu & Fosnacht, 2016), it is important to explore the training those serving in 

advising capacities receive. Furthermore, since training employees can help with 

occupational efficacy (Bakar et al., 2016), which can impact employee 

performance (Chaudhary, 2014) and occupational efficacy, it is therefore 

pressing to grow scholarly research from the viewpoint of the advisor about what 

training academic advisors receive. By further researching this topic, institutions 

could improve not only the experiences of their advisors but potentially increase 

their student body retention. 

Study Limitations and Delimitations 

This study examined training opportunities for those who serve in an 

undergraduate advising capacity and sought to understand their occupational 

self-efficacy. It was beyond the scope of the current study to examine advisor 
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models or to compare faculty versus staff advisors. Conditions beyond the 

researcher’s control are limitations, whereas an intentionally set condition may be 

referred to as a delimitation. The purpose of minimizing either of these was to 

improve trustworthiness (Creswell, 2013).  

This quantitative study was delimited by the selection of one public higher 

education institution in the Southeastern part of the United States. This study 

was further delimited in that it was conducted at the close of the Spring 2020 

semester and beginning of the summer session. The findings of this study used 

self-reported data from the sample. Participants were required to have at least 

one undergraduate advisee formally assigned to them within the past academic 

year. Additionally, data were collected during a worldwide pandemic, the novel 

coronavirus known as COVID-19.  

Definitions 

The following key terms are used throughout this study and are provided to 

generate a context for the research. 

 “Academic advising applies definition sequentially into a new 

knowledge of the field to empower students and campus and 

community members to successfully navigate academic interactions 

related to higher education” (Larson et al., 2018, p. 86). 

 Employee training—Programs that afford employees with new 

information, skills, or professional development options can be referred 

to as employee training, according to Elnaga and Imran (2013). 
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 Occupational self-efficacy—Rigotti et al. (2008) explained that 

occupational self-efficacy “refers to the competence that a person feels 

concerning the ability to successfully fulfill the tasks involved in his or 

her job” (p. 239). 

 Self-efficacy—One’s perceived self-efficacy is their own judgment of 

their capability to complete courses of action in order to meet 

performance requirements. However, according to (Bandura, 1986), 

self-esteem is concerned with opinions of self-worth and confidence is 

a construct rather than theoretically based (Bandura, 1997). Bandura 

(1986, 1997) indicated that self-efficacy is a component of the social 

cognitive theory. 

 Student success—may be defined as either and all terms including 

retention, graduation, and educational attainment (Kuh, 2004). 

 Training and development— “Training and development are the 

processes of investing in people so that they are equipped to perform” 

(Younas et al., 2018, p. 20). Though often linked together, they may be 

distinct in that training is more often associated with gaining skills for a 

current role, whereas development is acquiring skills for new roles 

(Karim et al., 2019). 

Because there is a gap in scholarly literature regarding advisor 

occupational efficacy and training, specifically from the perspective of the 

advisor, a shift toward that focus is necessary to better understand these factors. 
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This is a challenge requiring strategic partnerships, long-term planning, and most 

importantly, a deeper understanding of advisor training. 

Summary 

The workforce and higher education have a mutual desire to educate and 

retain students to meet the demand of workers. A lack of empirical research 

exists regarding undergraduate academic advisor training and advisor 

occupational efficacy. This dissertation is organized into five chapters. This 

chapter provided an introduction and rationale for this study. Chapter II provides 

a foundation for proposed research questions based on current and relevant 

literature. Chapter III details the methodology and data collection procedures, 

while Chapter IV describes the results. Finally, Chapter V proposes conclusions, 

implications, and offers suggestions for future research. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

12 

 

CHAPTER II:  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

National and international competition in the university sector for students 

continues to increase simultaneously with demands from the workforce for 

educated employees (Obaid, 2018). According to McGowan (2019), American 

universities neglect to notice the “elephant in the room” (para. 1) and notes the 

urgent need to retrain the U.S. workforce mostly due to technology advances and 

increased emphasis on human skills as we increasingly shift our lives online. 

The increased need for educated workers for the workforce depends on 

higher education to fulfill this need (Lotkowski, et al., 2004) and higher education 

institutions must satisfy this demand by retaining students. Perhaps none are 

more significant in assisting this effort than academic advisors (Smith, 2018), 

because higher education will likely continue to depend on those serving in 

advising roles to help ensure students are retained. This is logical given the 

established scholarly literature regarding the role of advising in undergraduate 

student success (Salinitri, 2005).  

The benefits of training are well-documented (e.g., better employee 

performance, increased employee efficacy); however, empirical research is 

currently insufficient to understand the type of training, frequency of training, and 

design of training programs available to those who advise undergraduate 

students. Unfortunately, while most organizations have readily invested in and 

have researched the benefits of training their employees, higher education has 

arguably been perceived as a laggard in this regard for exploring training and 
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associated variables from the perspective of academic advisors; although, in 

other sectors the positive impacts of efficacy have already been demonstrated. 

However, unlike their counterparts in the workforce who have decidedly invested 

in generating training programs (Elnaga & Imran, 2013; Obaid, 2018), higher 

education has yet to invest as much scholarly research in training and 

occupational efficacy. This implies the need for a major challenge ahead for both 

higher education and prospective employees for the workforce.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to discover if academic 

advisors perceive they are efficacious in their roles, whether they were exposed 

to formal training, and to determine relationships between those factors. Existing 

research indicates that training may increase employee’s efficacy, and increased 

efficacy can improve employee performance. However, concerning occupational 

efficacy and advising, previous research has focused on a lens other than that of 

the advisor. As a driving force behind retention of undergraduate students, the 

efforts to train this subset of employees on higher education campuses will 

provide insight into a gap of literature addressing the perceived occupational self-

efficacy and training of undergraduate advisors. The results of this study may 

help institutions explore novel perceptions of efficacy and for opportunities in the 

future.  

History of Self-Efficacy  

Self-efficacy is one’s perceived judgment of their own capabilities. 

According to Bandura (1997) “self-efficacy works in concert with other 
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determinants in the theory to govern human thought, motivation, and action” (p. 

34) and is a component of the social cognitive theory. The construct of self-

efficacy is a derivative finding of Bandura’s social cognitive theory which explores 

how individuals learn behaviors and respond to environments and is based on 

the principle that human behavior comes from the mix of factors called the triadic 

reciprocal causation: environmental, behavioral, and personal factors (Bandura, 

1997). In other words, where behaviorists did not account for introspection, 

Bandura did, essentially arguing that individuals are proactive agents of their own 

lives with autonomy. Figure 1 displays a representation of Bandura’s model for 

social cognitive theory and the three factors which influence each other 

reciprocally. However, it is critical to note that these three factors of the model do 

not have equivalent strength because one factor can offset the others as the 

influence one another bidirectionally. 

Figure 1.  

Bandura’s Model for Social Cognitive Theory 

 

Note. Figure based upon Bandura’s model (Pajares, 2002). 

Behaviors

TraitsEnvironment
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This approach from Bandura assumes that people have agency and are 

able to self-regulate and reflect, versus merely experiencing the world around 

them. Social cognitive theory has been used in many diverse topics of scholarly 

research for various sectors and organizations for years as evidenced by recent 

research utilizing this theory in healthcare to understand adolescent physical 

activity (Plotnikoff et al., 2013), in the hospitality industry to understand employee 

motivation (Wang et al., 2019), and to understand the behavior of viewing live 

stream gaming (Lim et al., 2020). The present study did not investigate employee 

motivation. Interestingly, with social cognitive theory and mass communication, 

Lim et al. (2020) found that “repeated viewing of a live-streaming game is formed 

in the triadic reciprocal relation—one's motivation to imitate the professional 

streamer/gamer (cognition) and emotional engagement with other viewers as 

well as the streamer (behavior) in the live-streaming setting (environment)” (p. 2). 

Social cognitive theory maintains that behaviors can be adjusted by observation, 

which is intriguing given the remote nature of video games and similarity between 

remote working or virtual training.  

“Self-efficacy has been especially prominent in studies of educational 

constructs such as academic achievement, attributions of success and failure, 

goal setting, social comparisons, memory, problem solving, career development, 

and teaching and teacher education” (Pajaraes, 2002, para. 35).  Instructional 

environments, such as classrooms, where teachers are charged with ensuring at 

students are learning is a prime example of the interplay of the model and self-

efficacy. But research regarding occupational self-efficacy and training of those 
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serving in advisor capacities in higher education is sparse. Overall, existing 

research has indicated that “self-efficacy beliefs and behavior changes and 

outcomes are highly correlated and that self-efficacy is an excellent predictor of 

behavior” (Pajares, 2002, para. 35).  

Similar to student’s belief in ability to accomplish the work or task before 

them, with the teacher’s encouragement and aid, this can be applied to adults. 

Gibson (2004) stressed that social cognitive theory was “applicable to learning in 

all age groups, is shown to be especially relevant to adult learning, as it helps to 

explain the modeling function of observational learning” (p. 199). Therefore, 

because social cognitive theory emphasizes these three areas as part of a 

learning process, such as training, and is well-suited for andragogy, it seems 

applicable to apply to the current study which focuses on self-efficacy rather than 

social cognitive theory as a whole. Bandura (1990) demonstrated that better 

performance was linked to higher levels of perceived self-efficacy. “Perceived 

self-efficacy occupies a pivotal role in the causal structure of social cognitive 

theory because efficacy beliefs affect adaptation and change not only in their 

own right, but through their impact on other determinants” (Bandura, 2001, p. 

10). Therefore, the present study will focus on the component of self-efficacy, 

specifically occupational self-efficacy.  

 Because those who have the best of skills can be defeated by self-doubt 

(Bandura, 1997) and training can increase skills, employee performance, and 

occupational efficacy, it is important to train employees and for empirical 

research to explore these topics. As Bandura (1997) asserted “with continued 
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practice, skills become fully integrated and are executed with ease” (p. 34). In 

applying a prominent component of the social cognitive theory, self-efficacy, to 

an occupational setting with those serving in advisor capacities, the present 

study may be able to provide further evidence into how this theory impacts the 

reported training and occupational self-efficacy of participants. 

The Workforce 

Bandura (1997) asserted that “Organizations now have to be fast learners 

and rapid changers to remain successful in the future” (p. 448) and that 

“Efficacious adaptability applies at the industry level as well as the workforce 

level” (Bandura, 1997, p. 448). In any organization, the most important strength is 

its human capital. While training is one of the most frequently utilized human 

resource development interventions used by organizations (Scaduto et al., 2008), 

different people with the same skills may react badly or impressively dependent 

upon their own efficacy in a given situation (Bandura, 1997).  In other words, the 

employees are the greatest investment because regardless of the sector, people 

ensure the culture, brand, and mission of the organization. This may be due to 

the benefits that efficacious employees bring to work or related to the training 

received. This is especially true with those who serve in advisor capacities in 

higher education, because they work directly with students. Because 

organizations include people in every facet, they make long-term and systematic 

training programs available to their employees (Younas et al., 2018). The most 

innovative and effective organizations recognize that human capital is what can 
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give them the competitive edge and utilize training to aid them in maintaining a 

skilled team of employees. Why are employers investing so much in training? 

 Many organizations invest in training because of the competitive 

advantage (Islam, 2019) and benefits garnered through those efforts. By 

investing in employees through training, organizations often ensure they will 

survive into the future. Training is a significant element of their strategy. 

Companies in the United States spent more than $90 billion on training and 

development in 2017 (Carucci, 2018a). In 2018, this investment in training and 

development equaled nearly $1,300 per surveyed employee (Ho, 2020). 

Engagement in formal training (e.g., separately learning that is not embedded in 

work) was nearly four average American workdays per employee in 2018 (Ho, 

2020).  

To successfully evolve with the technological changes occurring in the 

workplace, and to thrive in a competitive environment, organizations are 

increasingly challenged to find training to improve their employees' performance 

(Diamantidis & Chatzoglou, 2019) and ensure their employees are adequately 

prepared. Training current and future employees is a big industry itself, and there 

are top standards for both the organization and employee (Talukder & Ahmed, 

2012). The overall goal of training is to add value to the most important resource 

that any organization has at any given time, the people, but can have added 

benefits of retaining them. Structured experiences, also known as training and 

development, can help employees gain work-related skills (Jha, 2016). Training 

has both tangible and intangible consequences for organizations that may 
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produce profits for the employees as well as the overall organization. “Employee 

training can play a vital role in improving performance as well as increasing 

productivity ... placing organizations in the better positions to face competition 

and stay at the top” (Nassazi, 2013, p. 29). 

Succinctly, it is accurate to surmise that training can impact employee 

performance (Singh & Mohanty, 2012) and keep an organization competitive as it 

grows individual employees and entices new talent in the future (Bapna et al., 

2013; Rodriguez et al., 2020). Training has many other benefits which have been 

documented for decades as evidenced by the amount of scholarly literature. 

Among these benefits include increased employee attendance and self-

management (Frayne & Latham, 1987); aiding in organizational change 

management (Nassazi, 2013); higher job satisfaction (Chiang et al., 2005); and 

commitment to the organization (Ahmad & Bakar, 2003; Njiraine, 2019). A study 

within the hospitality industry found that employee training can even help improve 

service quality, decrease labor costs, and help grow productivity and profitability 

(Kim, 2006).   

Generation, Gender, and Role 

When considering age, skill, and training programs, there are some 

emerging data to note. An aging workforce and the need to remain competitive 

puts an increased need on retraining and upskilling employees. As of 2017, most 

of the workforce are in the category of millennials (Fry, 2018) and 

simultaneously, the workforce has reached a pivotal point in both population and 

technological advances. According to McGowan (2019) nearly 12 million 
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Americans will need retraining of some kind in the future.  This has created ideal 

circumstances to explore new ways to train employees using technology as a 

turnover remedy (Nassazi, 2013) specifically toward millennials in the workplace 

(O’Neill, 2018). According to Kapoor and Solomon (2011), millennials are more 

flexible and optimistic. Therefore, they would be open to accepting new roles with 

other organizations as they become available rather than staying in one 

organization for the duration of their careers as previous generations have done. 

In considering high turnover and cost-to-hire, this is something that might help 

retain talent longer. It may even help some employees experience less anxiety at 

work, according to De Clercq et al. (2018). Bandura (1997) indicated that an 

individual’s efficacy can impact “how much stress and depression they 

experience in coping with taxing environmental demands” (p. 3). This is a critical 

consideration given generational research available regarding the increased 

anxiety Generation Z is bringing into the workplace (Shellenbarger, 2019) and as 

the workforce begins to shift to a younger generation overall. Why should 

employers, and yes, higher education supervisors worry about this when 

planning for their own employees? Because, interestingly, a byproduct of 

workplace training (occupational self-efficacy) has been shown to help decrease 

anxiety. Training preferences and workplace rewards were beyond the scope of 

the current study. Additionally, “Organizations should be careful not to disregard 

older workers when creating opportunities for development” (Burmeister et al., 

2018, p. 539) because training is necessary for all levels and ages in the 

organization. 
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The role one has in the organization can have an impact on the reception or 

perception that training has to an individual. Those serving in leadership roles 

may have different perspectives on training than their counterparts. Ballard 

(2017) stated that senior leaders were more likely to be satisfied with 

opportunities to develop in the workplace. This may be attributed to the 

opportunities available to them. In any case, training not only must be provided to 

leadership but to all in the organization. Emerging research suggests that 

understanding training from the perspective of the employee is important for 

supervisors to consider. In a study examining over 300 supervisor-subordinate 

pairs, Guan and Frenkel (2019) found that perceptions of training were positively 

related to work engagement, therefore training may also be useful as a remedy in 

addressing skills gaps or for those who may be considered low performing. 

“Immediate supervisors are typically the closest organizational link to the 

employee and have the ability to communicate the organization's intentions 

directly to their subordinates” (Pati & Kumar, 2010, p.129). If a gap exists 

between given and desired performance, it can be diminished by providing 

effective training to employees (Harrison, 2005; Van den Bossche et al., 2010).  

Training can lead directly to what can invariably be called an advantage or 

benefit for both the organization and employee because of those things. In higher 

education, with advisors, this would be the students and could have an impact on 

student success. This is important to remember when creating training and 

development opportunities in the workplace for all team members. This is 
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especially true of those who may serve in an advising capacity on campuses. 

According to Johnson-Garcia (2010), 

If faculty exert such influence on a student’s decisions about remaining at 

an institution and institutions are aware of the importance of good 

academic advising in a student’s success, it is important to understand 

faculty attitudes towards their role, responsibility, and level of competence 

in advising students. Understanding faculty attitudes can lead to 

intervention and attitudinal change, thus having a positive impact on a 

student’s educational experience, and ultimately, retention (pp. 1-2). 

All should be involved since student success is the work of all on campus. 

In addition to age, gender should be considered in order to avoid bias in 

providing training opportunities. An international study found that among both 

men and women, workers felt they “were responsible for equipping themselves to 

meet the needs of a rapidly evolving workplace” (Fuller et al., 2019, para. 15). 

While both genders identified the need to stay trained, the availability of training 

opportunities differs between genders. Ballard (2017) reported that both genders 

have the skills to do their jobs well, yet fewer women reported that their employer 

is “providing them with opportunities to develop the technical, soft, or leadership 

skills they’ll need in the future” (p. 5). Women also confront more barriers than 

their male colleagues when they enter male-dominated vocations according to 

Bandura (1997). 
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Occupational Self-Efficacy 

Training in the workplace has evidence of generating efficacy, known as 

occupational efficacy (Bakar et al., 2016). Efficacious employees are highly 

desirable. Efficacy impacts how much a person chooses to “persevere in the face 

of obstacles and failures, their resilience to adversity” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3) and 

more. Therefore, training involving occupational self-efficacy is critically important 

especially in the workplace where we spend much of our time. Research 

indicates that it is a benefit of training and has a high correlation between 

employee training and performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998; Taufek & 

Mustafa, 2018). Efficacious employees are more likely to transfer knowledge 

gained through training, tend to learn more from training, and are more likely to 

use what they have learned to enhance their work performance (Lunenburg, 

2011), which is an added benefit to the organization. In fact, Lunenburg adds that 

those who are more efficacious should be encouraged to have higher 

performance goals. “Those of low self-efficacy are easily convinced of the futility 

of effort when they come up against institutional impediments, whereas those of 

high self-efficacy figure out ways to surmount them (Bandura, 2012, p. 14). 

Put another way, appropriate training interventions based on these 

sources of efficacy can grow efficacious employees and produce a high 

performing workforce and organization (Chaudhary, 2014). Therefore, via 

efficacy, which is a byproduct of training, advisors can become efficacious, which 

may lead more productivity and subsequently to higher retention of students 

through the work of advisors. Efficacy has the potential to influence decisions we 
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make, consciously or not, including in the workplace. Efficacious employees are 

more likely to take what is learned through a training program and apply it in their 

work role (Carucci, 2018b). Occupational self-efficacy is desirable in the 

workplace and literature reflects the benefits in the workplace. Chaudhary (2014) 

considers it to be a “source of competitive advantage in the present uncertain 

business environment” (p. 47). Efficacy, the belief that one can overcome a task, 

can be obtained through training. Efficacy is also “particularly relevant for 

understanding training effectiveness” (Saks, 1995, p. 211) and is “an important 

factor in changing self-efficacy beliefs” (p. 212) through information and 

experience acquired through training. As such, Bandura’s theory provides a 

background to surmise that efficacy can increase a person’s belief they can 

overcome barriers they face.  

Efficacy has been researched in comparison to many variables including 

motivation, engagement, and training. Self-efficacy has been studied in various 

contexts for several decades, most often cited alongside work and employee 

performance. Those of low perceived efficacy prefer prescriptive training that tells 

them how to perform the roles as traditionally structured (Jones, 1986; Saks, 

1995), whereas employees of high perceived efficacy prefer training that enables 

them to restructure their roles innovatively (Bandura, 2009). Studies exist which 

explore the relationship advisors want from advisees (Camp & Howe-Martin, 

2017) and indicate the impact academic advisors have on student efficacy 

(Pasquini & Eaton, 2019), or even student retention (Lowe & Toney, 2000). 

Though the need for academic advisor training has been alluded to in research, 
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including concern about whether advisees were more efficacious when their 

advisor (Simpson, 2013) or teacher (Dutton, 2016) had been formally trained, 

much of the existing data has been gathered from a narrow lens. When self-

efficacy has been explored with community college students and advisors only 

(Solis, 2012) or from the point of view of the student. Carter et al. (2018) 

indicated that “The role of self-efficacy beliefs in motivating employee 

performance has been assessed in many studies, previous research has been 

criticized for the predominance of laboratory-based studies using students” (p. 

2486). This is true for most studies regarding student efficacy without adequate 

efforts to measure advisor training along with advisor occupational efficacy.  

Employee performance has been shown to improve through efficacy 

(Chaudhary, 2014). Previous research has more narrowly focused on the student 

perspective (McConnell, 2018; Propp & Rhodes, 2006; Smith & Allen, 2006). The 

understanding of the training necessary to advise students, and what training is 

being provided do not have equivocal empirical research adequately available 

from the perspective of academic advisors, as with other perspectives. Faculty 

advising perspectives are not common either. In fact, research of faculty 

viewpoints is often presented beside student perceptions (Nadler & Nadler, 

1993). What is being done and what is necessary to guarantee higher education 

is meeting the expectations of the workforce of the future? Research regarding 

employee training satisfaction (Jaworski et al., 2018) and employee perceived 

occupational self-efficacy are documented except less so from the academic 

advisor perspective in higher education. 
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Training Investments and Benefits 

Training must also evolve and expand into higher education; it is important 

to consider not only because of the importance that advising has in the role of 

retention of students, but for the advisor themselves as an employee. Islam 

(2019) corroborated the need for faculty training and indicated that higher 

education is similar to the private sector in their need for training. Efforts to train 

those frequently tasked with helping retain students have not been thoroughly 

researched though both training and efficacy have been linked to increased 

employee performance (Zaki et al., 2019). The workforce needs assistance in 

training its current and future employees to meet the changing environment. 

Higher education can assist with this matter as it utilizes advisors who work with 

students to ensure they matriculate. This is because of the immense amount of 

empirical research suggesting that those who advise students impact student 

success (McDonald, 2019; Smith, 2018). While the benefits of training have been 

widely researched in other organizations, fields, and populations, with indications 

of positive results such as improved employee performance and occupational 

self-efficacy, it has not been studied empirically from the advisor lens. Therefore, 

the current study investigated the perceived occupational efficacy of those who 

serve in an undergraduate advising capacity, as well as the perceived training 

received in order to address a current gap in the literature. 

Employee performance is imperative for all organizations to consider since 

accolades or crisis outcomes are contingent on this group (Mwema & Gachunga, 

2014), and they are the most vital resource of any organization (Boadu et al., 
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2014; Elnaga & Imran, 2013). Obaid (2018) declared that “University employees 

require precise and suitable training which focuses on the improvement of skills 

to help them perform effectively” (p. 2). Though this finding is consistent with 

literature in other sectors regarding the potential of training to impact employee 

performance (Boadu et al., 2014), scholarly literature regarding training programs 

for those who serve in advising roles to undergraduates remains sparse. 

In recent decades, globalization and its subsequent consequences have 

led to a substantial influence on America’s workforce and its colleges (Lotkowski, 

et al., 2004). In this environment due to globalization, technology, and employee 

retention trends, it is critical to invest in employees and higher education is not 

immune to these changes and forces. However, it does offer its own set of 

challenges for higher education, though higher education may be key economic 

and social driver (Hartley et al., 2016) for the economy. This fact is displayed 

through the workforce seeking higher education to help fill its need for well-

educated future employees and trained workers (Lotkowski, et al., 2004). 

Compounding these issues are additional struggles of a looming recession on 

the horizon since 2019 (Reeves et al., 2019), varying college enrollment issues 

(Livingston, 2018), and a national student debt crisis of $1.4 trillion (Sattelmeyer 

& Orenstein, 2019). An added barrier may be that students no longer see the 

value of higher education or are wary of the unprecedented amount of student 

loans associated with college. According to a study by Strada-Gallup (2017), less 

than 40% of current students reported they had skills to be successful in the 



 

28 

 

workplace, which may be indicative of a larger issue of confidence in higher 

education degrees translating to the workforce.  

Ultimately, all these benefits of training point toward an increase in 

employee performance and several studies have shown positive correlation 

between employee performance and training (Bandura, 1986, 2009; Boadu, et 

al., 2014; Naveed, 2014; Zaki et al., 2019). Perhaps most importantly, training 

can lead to increased self-efficacy among other benefits that have been widely 

researched since Bandura introduced the concept. This surge in intensity toward 

higher education to ensure skilled workers are produced is paradoxical; the 

workforce is shrinking perhaps because of various factors (i.e., an aging 

workforce), and though fewer students are attending college, many still cite 

further training as necessary to obtain a career desired. Regardless of the 

impending changes, higher education institutions and the workforce still share a 

common goal of student success with a shared ally and often investor of 

government. “Amid recent global economic shocks, technology’s impact on the 

future of work has been resurrected as a critical area of focus for national and 

state policymakers (Ash et al., 2020, p. 8).  

Training Advisors 

Why should we train those serving in advisor capacities in higher 

education? First, the benefits for training to any employee and the overall 

organization are innumerable. An observed increase in the productivity of 

employees can be attributed to training (Bapna et al., 2013). Duslak and McGill 

(2014) argued that “for many other professions that value relationship-building—
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such as counseling, teaching, and medicine—experiential learning is a significant 

component to building the knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed to be 

effective” (para. 11). Second, academic advisors are indispensable to higher 

education’s goal of successfully retaining students. Because student retention 

has long been a priority for institutions of higher education (Braxton, 1999) and 

the role of advising in student retention has been established through various 

scholarly literature (Light, 2001; Uddin & Johnson, 2019), efforts to train advisors 

are imperative. The workforce and state legislatures have an economic interest 

as well. According to Steele and White (2019), 

Advisers know why students have come to the institution and why they 

leave. Advisers know when they are first thinking about leaving and what 

might be prompting this desire to leave. Academic advisers know what 

other issues are facing students (troubles at home, difficulties with 

adjustment to college, relationships, addictions, mental health concerns, 

financial challenges) because academic advisers are the ones most 

readily available to talk without judgment. The perspectives of academic 

advisers can provide insights often not readily available to the leadership 

in higher education (p. 4). 

It is important that advisors receive training in their roles, regardless of 

their background, since training can help one become efficacious which can 

improve the organization and retain students. Those serving in an advising 

capacity on higher education campuses can range from professional staff advisor 

to a faculty member. However, according to Self (2013), there are other types of 
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advisors including peer, graduate, part-time or even paraprofessional advisors on 

some campuses. Because of the critical role that the advisor has in student 

retention, training those who serve in advising capacities is key (Habley, 2004). 

Unlike most professions, there is no blueprint toward becoming an 

academic advisor (Poe & Almanzar, 2019) and defining the role of advisor has 

been a continued effort since the role was first undertaken by the president of 

Harvard College in 1636 (Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2015). The role has 

undoubtedly changed since the beginning of academic advising (Cook, 2009), 

and all academic advisors support learners in clarifying academic and career 

goals (Pasquini & Eaton, 2019). Arguably, especially because of the advisor’s 

widened scope of responsibility (Gordon, 1994), training should occur for all 

serving in this capacity, but it could be what has added to the confusion in 

executing training for this role cohesively. Academic advising certainly 

contributes to overall student success (Smith, 2018; Uddin & Johnson, 2019); 

however, despite what optics may imply, advisors should “not be held 

accountable as the sole proprietor of an institution’s retention rates as advising is 

one piece of the retention puzzle” (Nutt, 2003, para. 5), though Nutt concluded 

any exertion toward college student retention must identify the importance that 

advising has in higher education student success.  

There are many advantages of training, but standards of training, such as 

the nature or mode of training, frequency and overall reception in higher 

education are less often empirically studied. Higher education relies heavily on 

those who serve in advising capacities to help guide students to matriculation, as 
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APPENDIX A:  IRB APPROVAL LETTER  
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APPENDIX B:  QUALTRICS SURVEY 

Qualtrics Survey Questions 

Q1 In what capacity do you advise undergraduate students, if any? 
o I do not serve as an advisor to any undergraduate student. 
o I am a professional undergraduate academic advisor.  
o I am a faculty member with assigned responsibilities to advise at least 
one undergraduate student.  
o Other (Please Explain) 

________________________________________________  
 

Q2 Please choose the answer that best fits your occupational experience serving 
undergraduate students in an academic advising capacity. 

                                                                                             
                                                                           

  Strongly 
disagree  

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree  

Somewhat 
agree  

Strongly 
agree  

I can remain 
calm when 
facing difficulties 
in my job 
because I can 
rely on my 
abilities. 

o   o   o   o   o   

When I am 
confronted with 
a problem in my 
job, I can usually 
find several 
solutions.  

o   o   o   o   o   

Whatever 
comes my way 
in my job, I can 
usually handle 
it.   

o   o   o   o   o   
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My past 
experiences in 
my job have 
prepared me 
well for my 
occupational 
future.   

o   o   o   o   o   

I meet the goals 
that I set for 
myself in my 
job.  

o   o   o   o   o   

I feel prepared 
for most of the 
demands in my 
job.  

o   o   o   o   o   

 
  
  

Q3 How many undergraduate students are assigned to you as their advisor per 
semester? 

  
Q4 How many consecutive years have you served undergraduate students in an 
advisor capacity (up to and including the current academic year)? 

 
Q5 How frequently did you participate in training opportunities related to advising 
undergraduates in the past academic year? Please estimate to the nearest whole 
number. 

 
Q6 What is the total amount of training opportunities related to advising 
undergraduates in which you have participated in the duration of your career? 
Please estimate to the nearest whole number. 

   
Q7 What type of training have you received over your career as it pertains to 
serving as an undergraduate academic advisor? Please check all that apply. 

o Webinars  
o Shadowing   
o Role playing  
o University-wide training   
o Other (Please specify)   
o None   

  
Q8 Please choose your highest educational degree obtained.  

o Bachelor’s degree or less 
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o Master's degree   
o Doctorate or terminal degree   
o Other ______________________ 
  

Q9 What is your age? 
  

Q10 What is your gender? 
o Female   
o Male   
o Other   
o Prefer not to answer   
  

Q11 Please choose which ethnicity you most strongly identify with: 
o White, Non-Hispanic 
o Black or African American   
o American Indian or Alaska Native   
o Asian   
o Hispanic or Latino 
o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander   

o Other   ________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX C: INSTRUMENT PERMISSION 
 

 
 


